
 
 

    
 

 
   

 
            

 
  

             
      
           

              
     

         
   

 
     

 
          

      
     

    
    

    
     

      
 

       
      

       
    

    
   

 
    

 
      

  
 

 
 

    
 

    
     

    
   

 
        

AERONAUTICAL CHARTING FORUM
 
Instrument Procedures Group
 
Meeting 12-01 April 24, 2012


HISTORY RECORD
 

FAA Control #  12-01-299
 

Subject: Loss of CAT D Line of Minima in Support of Circle-to-Land Operations. 

Background/Discussion: CAT D minimums are not published on many instrument approach 
procedures. NBAA furnishes the following IAP specimens: Hutchison KS – HUT, Mena AR – MEZ, 
Moberly MO – MYB.  The failure to publish a CAT D line of minima results in the loss of access to these 
airports by operators of many turbine-powered business aircraft in the event that a circle-to-land 
approach is required. The vast majority of these aircraft fall within the CAT C approach category as 
defined in 14 CFR part 97; however, the maneuvering speed required during the execution of the circle-
to-landing maneuver often requires using next higher approach category (CAT D). Without this line of 
minima, access to the airport is effectively denied if a straight-in approach is not available. 

For example, at Moberly, MO there are two RNAV (GPS) approaches serving the primary 5000x100 
runway. If these approaches are not available (e.g. loss of RAIM, out-of-date nav-database, GPS 
equipment failure, etc.), the only alternative approach available is the VOR/DME-A. However, this 
approach does not have a CAT D line of minima published. At Mena, AR if the ILS approach to runway 
27 is not be available, the longest runway at this airport (6000x100) is also not available for landing 
since circle-to-landing is required out of the other available approaches. All the Mena AR approaches 
do not include a CAT D line of minima. While the increasing availability of straight-in RNAV (GPS) 
approaches has reduced the likelihood of a circling approach, it has not entirely eliminated that 
possibility. If a circle-to-land approach is required, a large segment of business aircraft operators are 
effectively denied access that they would otherwise enjoy if a straight-in approach were available. 

NBAA believes that one reason that the CAT D line of minima is not published at many of these airports 
may be due to the runway’s designated Airport Reference Code (ARC), a designation used to relate 
airport design criteria to the operational and physical characteristics of the airplanes intended to 
operate at the airport (ref: AC 150/5300-13, Airport Design).  A runway’s designated ARC is defined in 
part by the design aircraft’s approach category (e.g. C-IV, B-II).   In the past, the runway’s design ARC 
was used as a justification for not publishing lines of minima above the runway’s design ARC. 

In 2000, AFS-420 issued a Policy Memorandum (TIL00-015 - attached) that stated in part: 

“The ARC system contained in AC 150/5300-13, Airport Design, does not provide adequate 
guidance to determine which aircraft minima categories to publish. Instrument procedure 
aircraft categories are based on approach speed, and do not reflect airport infrastructure 
requirements or limitations.” 

TIL00-15 has since been incorporated into FAA Order 8260.3 TERPS in paragraph 3.1.1a: 

Note: Do not base the decision to restrict straight-in minima to specific approach categories 
solely on the Airport Reference Code (ARC) designation of the runway. The ARC system 
described in Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13, Airport Design, is primarily intended to 
establish runway infrastructure requirements. The ARC designation is not meant to 
determine the set of approach categories to publish in a procedure landing minima. This 
decision is made on a case-by-case basis through Regional Airspace and Procedures Team 



    
          

   
  

 
            

    
   

   
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

 
  

  
    

 
 

     
       

       
         

         
      

  
         

   
 

 
     

 
 

   
  

   
  

   
    

(RAPT) coordination or by appropriate DoD authority, and must accommodate the approach 
speed of all aircraft expected to utilize the procedure. ARC code/supporting infrastructure 
should be considered when determining authorized approach categories when the RAPT 
determines it is appropriate for safe operations. 

When a runway carries a “C” ARC designation, it is capable to supporting CAT C aircraft operations. 
However, there are times when these aircraft must maneuver at a higher airspeed that will result in the 
need to use the CAT D line of minima.  The removal of CAT D minimum solely on the basis of a 
runway’s ARC “C” designation unduly restricts access to these CAT C aircraft when circle-to-landing is 
necessary. 

Recommendations: 

To clearly communicate to the RAPT and other parties involved in procedure development, NBAA 
recommends that the “Note” in TERPS paragraph 3.1.1a be expanded to include the following 
statement: 

Note: Do not base the decision to restrict straight-in minima to specific approach categories solely 
on the Airport Reference Code (ARC) designation of the runway.  The ARC system described in 
Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13, Airport Design, is primarily intended to establish runway 
infrastructure requirements. The ARC designation is not meant to determine the set of approach 
categories to publish in a procedure landing minima. This decision is made on a case-by-case 
basis through Regional Airspace and Procedures Team (RAPT) coordination or by appropriate 
DoD authority, and must accommodate the approach speed of all aircraft expected to utilize the 
procedure. ARC code/supporting infrastructure should be considered when determining authorized 
approach categories when the RAPT determines it is appropriate for safe operations. In addition, 
the requirement for an aircraft to maneuver at a higher speed during circle-to-land 
operations must be considered.  For approaches where straight-in CAT C line of minima is 
published and circling is authorized, this requirement normally necessitates publishing a 
CAT D line of minima to support circling by CAT C aircraft. Any infrastructure restrictions 
regarding aircraft operations should be communicated to the pilot/operator in the 
Airport/Facility Directory. 

Comments: This recommendation affects FAA Order 8260.3, US Standard for Terminal Instrument 
Procedures (TERPS). 

Submitted by:  Richard J. Boll II 
Organization: NBAA 
Phone: 316-655-8856 
FAX: 
E-mail: richard.boll@sbcglobal.net 
Date: 13 March 2012 

mailto:richard.boll@sbcglobal.net
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INITIAL DISCUSSION - MEETING 12-01: New issue presented by Rich Boll on behalf of NBAA. 
The lack of CAT D minimums on many IAPs results in the loss of access to some airports by 
operators of turbine-powered business aircraft in the event that a circle-to-land approach is 
required. The vast majority of these aircraft fall within the CAT C approach category; however, the 
maneuvering speed required during the execution of a circling maneuver often requires using next 
higher approach category. Without CAT D minima, access to the airport is effectively denied if a 
straight-in approach is not available. Rich stated that NBAA believes that one reason that the CAT 
D line of minima is not published at many of these airports may be due to the runway’s designated 
Airport Reference Code (ARC), a designation used to relate airport design criteria to the operational 
and physical characteristics of the airplanes intended to operate at the airport (ref: AC 150/5300-13, 
Airport Design). A runway’s designated ARC is defined in part by the design aircraft’s approach 
category (e.g. C-IV, B-II). In the past, the runway’s design ARC was used as a justification for not 
publishing lines of minima above the runway’s design ARC. The NBAA recommendation is that the 
Note in TERPS paragraph 3.1.1a be expanded to include a requirement that whenever CAT C 
circling minimums are authorized at an airport, CAT D circling minima must also be published.  Brad 
Rush, AJV-3B, asked if it would be appropriate to only publish CAT D circling minima on an 
approach that had CAT A-C straight-in minimums. Tom Schneider, AFS-420, said that there is 
nothing to preclude this.  Roy Maxwell, Delta, stated that this is a problem for airlines also, 
especially charters operating into smaller airports.  All CAT C aircraft use CAT D minimums.  Roy 
added that the ARC was never intended to specify aircraft category for an airport.  Normal growth 
will normally increase aircraft movements, which would, in turn, increase runway design to handle 
higher category aircraft. It was noted during the discussion that if CAT D minima was published, 
the possibility exists that a CAT D aircraft could use the approach and may land at an airport not 
suitable for the aircraft.  Tom Schneider, AFS-420, stated that there had been some initial 
discussion of developing a "C+"  line of circling minima. This would indicate that a CAT D circling 
evaluation had been made, but the approach was restricted to CAT C aircraft use; however, this 
would require a possible rule change and associated legal action.  Mark Steinbicker, AFS-470, 
stated that this issue needs further internal AFS-400 discussion.  Rick Dunham, AFS-420, added 
that there also needs to be further discussion with other lines of business that may be involved; 
e.g., Airports. Tom closed by stating that the issue will impact TERPS criteria; therefore, must go 
through the US-IFPP.  Tom took the IOU to notify the US-IFPP.  ACTION: AFS-420 and US IFPP. 

MEETING 12-02: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, stated that the issue was briefed to the US-IFPP on 5 
September 2012. AFS-420 accepted an action to analyze the issue and to consider the 
recommendation to expand guidance related to the publication of circling minimums within order 
8260.3B. John Bordy, AFS-420, is forming a study group to address the issue and develop a 
recommendation that will be presented to the US-IFPP at their next meeting (January 24, 2013). 
Tom briefed that John will accept outside input. The following personnel signed up as participants: 

John Bordy AFS-420 (Chair) 405-954-0980 john.bordy@faa.gov 
Rich Boll NBAA 316-655-8856 richard.boll@sbcglobal.net 
Dan Lehman NAVFIG 843-218-5282 dan.lehman@navy.mil 
Steve Serur ALPA 703-689-4333 steve.serur@alpa.org 
Mark Cato ALPA 703-689-4189 mark.cato@alpa.org 

ACTION: AFS-420 and US IFPP. 

mailto:mark.cato@alpa.org
mailto:steve.serur@alpa.org
mailto:dan.lehman@navy.mil
mailto:richard.boll@sbcglobal.net
mailto:john.bordy@faa.gov
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MEETING 13-01: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed that the first US-IFPP workgroup meeting, led 
by John Bordy, the AFS-420 conventional TERPS criteria specialist, was held on 17 April. The 
following synopsis was provided by John: "A work group formed under the US-IFPP met via 
teleconference on 17 April, 2013, to discuss the issue. The group consisted of representatives from 
AFS-410, AFS-420, AJV-3, ATO-T, NBAA, and ALPA.  Criteria were identified that could be 
amended to prevent the exclusion of minimums based solely on a runway's design code.  AFS-420 
has taken an action to coordinate the issue further with AAS-100 (OPR for AC 150/5300-13A) and 
AFS-460 (OPR for Order 8260.43) prior to convening the next meeting of the work group in early 
May.  A final recommendation to address the ACF agenda item will be presented to the US-IFPP 
plenary group in June and the results briefed at the next ACF. ACTION:  AFS-420 and US IFPP. 

MEETING 13-02: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed the following update as provided by John 
Bordy, the AFS-420 conventional TERPS criteria specialist: "Within Order 8260.3, Volume 1, 
Chapter 3, Paragraph 3.1.1.a, the last sentence of the note that reads, "ARC codes/supporting 
infrastructure should not be considered when determining authorized approach categories when the 
RAPT determines it is appropriate for safe operations." has been removed from the draft Change 26 
to the order.  It's expected the final revisions to Change 26 will be completed and entered into final 
coordination by the end of November.  Although this change is expected to provide minor relief to 
this issue, it may not address it completely.  AFS-420 intends to convene an additional meeting of 
the working group prior to the next meeting of the US-IFPP to determine whether/what additional 
actions are warranted." 

Rich Boll, NBAA, says it appears we took out a sentence providing guidance from 2000, and 
questioned what is going to take its place. Tom advised that this will go to working group, of which 
Rich is a participant.  Bob Lamond, NBAA, discussed that taking this out is fine, but this appears to 
be a half-step approach to a solution, and should we instead go to a more direct solution. Group 
discussion ensued.  Rich asked about linking to a policy memorandum. Tom said we try to avoid 
those as much as possible, and we will bring the ACF-IPG input back to John Bordy and the 
working group. Rich requested the target date for publication of Order 8260.3C, since any change 
will now have to wait until then. Tom responded “August 2015”.  Rich said NBAA would prefer to 
see something sooner and recommended the policy be included in TERPS Change 26. Tom 
agreed to forward the request to John Bordy. ACTION: AFS-420 and US IFPP. 

MEETING 14-01: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed a slide provided by John Bordy, AFS-420, ( ) on 
Change 26 to FAA Order 8260.3B (TERPS), which was published in Feb and clarified the language 
related to the publication of approach minima. Bob Lamond, NBAA, feels the situation is getting worse, 
not better, with the “poster child” example of West Point, VA, LOC RWY 10. NBAA asked for Cat C 
minimums to be added to existing and proposed new procedures. NBAA was told “no” with seven 
reasons. (Bob requested this be entered into record).  ( ) None of the seven reasons pertained to 
approach categories. NBAA says correct, rational application of policy was not being applied in the 
decision process for designed Cat C operations, and requesting expedited help to resolve the 
problem. Currently, pilots can do Cat C on circling approaches at this location. NBAA is fighting these 
situations one at a time, which has proven extremely time consuming. Bruce McGray, AFS-410, 
agreed that there are too many disconnected efforts without proper coordination. Bob said there is a 
TERPs instruction letter from Sept 2000 they would like reissued with guidance to the three service 
areas and FPTs. Tom explained that two separate FAA policies exist:  AFS has established policy 
addressing construction of procedures for Cat A-E aircraft; Airports has established policy regarding 


Change 26 to order 8260.3B was published February 2014. This change (paragraph 3.1.1a) clarified language related to the publication of approach minimums.  

AFS-420 submitted a request to the Central Flight Procedures Team to establish CAT D minimums at Hutchinson, KS (referenced in the original agenda item). RAPT consensus to add CAT D was reached at their February meeting with publication scheduled for April 2015. 
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From: Bob Lamond [mailto:rlamond@nbaa.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2014 5:16 PM 
To: 'gerald.e.lynch@faa.gov'; 'Mark.D.Ward@faa.gov'; danny.e.hamilton@faa.gov; 'DeCleene@faa.gov' 
Cc: 'Bobby.McCullar@faa.gov'; 'Richard Boll'; 'susan.l.crumb@faa.gov'; 'Wally Roberts'; 
'Tony.Jenkins@faa.gov'; 'Joe.Burkhardt@faa.gov'; 'Terry.Page@faa.gov'; 'Richard Boll 
(richard.boll@sbcglobal.net)'; Wally Roberts 
Subject: RE: FW: Close Concern Notice for Control Id 18948 


All: 


NBAA does not concur with the rationale below for not placing CAT C minima on the proposed 
new SIAP LOC RWY 10 at West Point, VA (KFYJ). As this issue has been found in multiple 
airports across the NAS over the past year or so, we feel it is necessary to elevate what appears to 
be a miss-application of FAA Orders in the development/amendment of SIAPs. Therefore we 
respectfully are raising this to the level of AFS-460 per the 8260.3B: 


151. COORDINATION CONFLICTS. In areas under the FAA jurisdiction, coordination 
conflicts that cannot be resolved at the field level shall be submitted to the appropriate 
FAA region for additional coordination and resolution. Problems that are unresolved at 
the regional level shall be forwarded to the FAA, AFS-400, for action… 


All three current procedures (RNAV (GPS) RWY 10, RNAV (GPS) RWY 28, and VOR-A) and 
the proposed LOC RWY 10 procedure have CAT C circling to land (CTL) minima. So CAT C 
aircraft are already able to land at this airport. The only question is how they land, not if they can 
land, as a CAT C aircraft will simply land straight-in using the CAT C CTL MDA. Therefore no 
safety concerns are mitigated by excluding SI minima. While the visibility requirement will 
increase from 1 mile to 1 1/2 miles or 1 3/4 miles for CAT C, those are still IFR visibility values. 
In addition, a pilot flying a CAT C aircraft is, and will be, legal to land at night. With the 
addition of straight-in CAT C minimums the procedures could potentially be NOTAM’d N/A 
CAT C at night, thus making it safer than what currently exists or is being proposed. In fact one 
could argue you are decreasing safety by potentially putting an aircraft on a less stabilized CTL 
approach than a RNAV (GPS) with SI minima. 


Airport Master plans and Runway Safety Areas (RSA) are not in any way intended to be tied to 
landing categories of aircraft and are not required to be mitigated in order to have CAT C 
straight-in minimums. Please reference the attached TIL00-015, Airport Reference Code (ARC) 
Application, dated November 28, 2000: 


“The ARC system contained in AC 150/5300-13, Airport Design, does not provide 
adequate guidance to determine which aircraft minima categories to publish.” 


The guidance in this November 2000 TIL has been incorporated into TERPS in paragraph 3.1.1. 
NBAA notes that the weight bearing capacity of this runway published in the A/FD supports the 
inclusion of CAT C and even CAT D minima. 


Runway Object Free Area (ROFA) standards come from AC 150/5300-13A, Airport Design. 
Once again, just because these areas do not meet the requirements for CAT aircraft is not 
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justification for denying CAT C minima or to prohibit CAT C operations on the affected 
runway(s). These design standards are for the “design” aircraft that the runway is intended to 
routinely support, but they are not intended to be a de facto limitation on a particular class of 
aircraft and are not directly tied to aircraft landing categories. 


Visual Area 20:1 penetrations is an insufficient reason to not publish SI CAT C minima. As 
noted above, CAT C can and will legally land at the airport using CTL MDA. The airport should 
pursue whatever environmental relief is necessary to mitigate the penetrations. If that proves 
impossible due to wetlands then at worst visibility requirement will increase from 1 mile to 1 1/2 
miles or 1 3/4 miles for CAT C under SI minima as noted above. 


Please note we are not insisting that the runway be brought up to CAT C standards. We are 
asking that SIAPs support the types of aircraft that are expected to use the procedure, including 
if/when required for circle-to-land operations. In the case of KFYJ, or other airports facing 
similar circumstances, If CAT C minima have to be NA'd at night due to 20:1 penetrations or 
other valid operational reasons, NBAA concurs with that. We understand that there will some 
cases where night operations are not prudent where 20:1 penetrations are present and cannot be 
mitigated. In the case of KFYJ, why can’t use of the VGSI for both runways not be able to 
mitigate the penetrations (see attached report)? 


In addition, for AFS, I will enter this into the record tomorrow at the ACF under Agenda item 
12-01-299. 
http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/avs/offices/afs/afs400/afs420/acfipg/ 
media/open/Hist_12-01-299.pdf 


The point that this is a NAS wide issue that required AFS action cannot be over emphasized. 


Thanks for listening… 


Bob 


Robert G. Lamond Jr 
Director, Air Traffic Services & Infrastructure 
National Business Aviation Association 
1200 G St., NW 
Suite 1100 
Washington, DC 20005 
rlamond@nbaa.org 
P (202) 783-9255 
God Bless America! 


-----Original Message----­
From: gerald.e.lynch@faa.gov [mailto:gerald.e.lynch@faa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2014 8:55 AM 
To: Bob Lamond 
Cc: Bobby.McCullar@faa.gov; Richard Boll; susan.l.crumb@faa.gov; Wally Roberts; 
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Tony.Jenkins@faa.gov; Joe.Burkhardt@faa.gov; Terry.Page@faa.gov 
Subject: RE: FW: Close Concern Notice for Control Id 18948 


Bob, we have discussed this issue further with the airport authority, VDOT, and the ADO and 
determined that the airport was never designed for and does not meet the safety standards for 
category C aircraft. 


From our discussion, here are some bullets about FYJ and the difference between A/B and C 
category approach procedures. 


1. The airport conducted a Master Plan effort and developed an ALP that showed they would 
develop the airport to serve Category A and B aircraft. 


The study showed there was not adequate demand to meet the FAA design standards for 
Category C aircraft, given the small demand. 


2. The airport does not meet the Runway Safety Area (RSA) standards for C category aircraft. 
(Both the RSA length and RSA width are well below the Category C standards.) In addition, 
there are some nasty objects just beyond the existing Category A/B RSA, including a creek, 
wetlands and a large ditch. (FAA Order 5300-13A, Table 3-8) 


3. The airport does not meet the pavement width requirement for C category aircraft . (The 
existing runway is 75 feet wide, and category C requires 100 foot wide runways.) (FAA Order 
5300-13A, Table 3-8) 


4. The airport does not meet Runway Object Free Area (ROFA) standards for C aircraft. (The 
Category A/B ROFA is 500 feet wide. The Category C ROFA is 800 feet wide, and has 
significant tree encroachment.) 


5. The runway does not meet the TERPs approach clearance requirements for C category aircraft. 
(For A/B category aircraft, the initial TERPS 20:1 visual segment is 400 feet wide at the runway 
end, however for C aircraft this dimension increases to 800 feet.) If category C approaches are 
published, the airport would have trees that require clearing, which requires an environmental 
assessment and federal finding first. These trees are near or in wetlands. (See Google Earth for a 
picture of the trees on both sides of the Runway 9 approach and one side on the Rwy 27 
approach.) If a Category C approach was published, it would have to be NA'd immediately 
because of the trees. 


6. Changing the critical aircraft to category C would increase the runway protection zone from 
existing 13.8 acres to 29.5 acres. The airport would have to purchase or control this additional 
area. (The runway 9 approach may not be a big deal because it appears there are no houses or 
incompatible land uses in the larger RPZ anyway, but the airport would have to obtain some 
easements or buy land to prevent future incompatible use.) 


7. This airport was designed for taxiway clearances for Group II aircraft, with wingspans less 
than 80 feet. While some Category C aircraft have wingspans below 80 feet, many are larger. 



mailto:Terry.Page@faa.gov
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There may be problems taxiing a Category C aircraft around the airport if the wingspan exceeds 
Group II, (Wing tips may not clear obstacles.) 


When weighing the costs versus benefits of obtaining lower landing minimums or faster aircraft 
landing category, versus the cost of meeting the FAA design and safety standards, it does not 
appear to pay off. 


If FAA publishes Category C approach procedures without the airport planning for it, then the 
airport will have a large number of non-standard conditions they will have to resolve (listed 
above). Most likely, they would also believe the cost is not worth the benefits of the limited 
number of Category C aircraft operations, and would request FAA to cancel the C approaches, 
and we would be back to where we are now. 


We agree, that we should get the best procedures we can into our airports, and maximize their 
utility. However, our federally obligated airports (including FYJ), are carefully planned to 
accommodate the largest and fastest airplanes we can, within our safety standards. We can't just 
increase one critical component of the design (like approach category) without exceeding a host 
of safety standards. 


If the NBAA request, I can take this issue to the RAPT for additional discussion; however, the 
discussion would be around the same issues listed above. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Gerald E. Lynch 
Manager, 
Eastern Flight Procedures Team, 
Operations Support Group, ESC (Atlanta), Federal Aviation Administration Phone (404) 305­
5941 Cell (847) 224-2361 FAX (404) 305-5950 
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design standards to support various types of aircraft. Bob believes the ATO is incorrectly using ATO 
standards and has effectively built a brick wall between the two. NBAA is not looking for policy 
changes to criteria or standards, but is looking at the correct application of existing standards.  He 
believes AOV should look at this. Gary Fiske, AJV-8, stated to be careful, since AOV is an Air traffic 
safety organization. Tom said Service Areas are part of the ATO, and AOV provides oversight in their 
areas. Rick Dunham, AFS-420, said there appears to be a disconnect and that AFS-420 will look at it. 
Bob said the issue is to correctly apply existing standards, which was clearly not done in the example 
he provided. 

Status: AFS-420 will continue leading the workgroup to develop a recommended position at the US-
IFPP. Item Open (AFS-420). 

MEETING 14-02: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed on slides ( ) provided by John Bordy, AFS-420. 
He then asked Rich Boll, NBAA, to elaborate on the issue. Rich briefed that there are a large number of 
airports in the NAS that do not have, or will soon be losing CAT C & D minima on the basis of airport 
design code/runway reference code. Rich provided an example of an airport in Iowa losing its CAT C 
line of minima because the runway was designated to a class BII category. Tom said that in the 
majority of these cases, when procedures are being designed, the RAPT, in conjunction with the airport 
regional authority, decide on categories to publish. Rich mentioned the stronger language added to 
FAA Order 8260.3B, change 26, to support circle to land operations has helped. Rick Dunham, AFS-
420, said there is also additional guidance for the RAPT on CAT C & D in an official memo that should 
come out soon. Tom advised if additional information becomes available prior to publishing the ACF 
minutes, it will be attached. 

Status: AFS-420 will continue to track US-IFPP action and report on publication of new guidance 
memo. Item Open: AFS-420 (US-IFPP) 

Editor’s note: Memorandum: RAPT criteria guidance for inclusion of instrument approach categories 
C & D on instrument procedures signed 12-04-2014. ( ) 

MEETING 15-01: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed a slide (   ) provided by John Bordy, AFS-420, 
showing language going into Order 8260.3C. Lev Prichard, Allied Pilots Association, questioned RAPT 
actions on issue. Tom stated that the Airports Division has a problem with an airport having Cat C-D 
minimums that cannot support Cat C-D type aircraft. Michael Stromberg, Air Wisconsin, said he flies a 
Cat D aircraft at 53,000 lbs. Some airports are trying to limit Cat D aircraft because they do not want 
B747 aircraft operating there, not understanding this would include his aircraft also, thus eliminating 
their regional jet service. Michael added that to have an airport say they do not want Cat D service is a 
bad way to limit the type of aircraft operating there. If they want to limit a size aircraft, they need to say 
that. Tom said proposed guidance is in progress and this item is open at the US-IFPP, adding that work 
is being done on consolidated surfaces and that changing categories involves rulemaking. Lev inquired 
about what the airport operator’s responsibility is with this. Rick Dunham, AFS-420, spoke about the 
RAPT process being a group effort from all concerned to work these issues for each airport. A group 
discussion followed on what an airport can support, i.e., weight and tail heights, infrastructure; runway 
safety areas, airport reference codes (ARCs), airport design, etc. There was discussion on how there 
needs to be separation between design standards and operating standards. Rick stated that airport 
categories were created 50+ years ago. There are ongoing discussions and the initial thought is to get 
the RAPT more involved in considering all capabilities at a given airport and matching these capabilities 
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12-01-299 Loss of CAT D Minimums





Issue: Referred to US-IFPP in September 2012, but has expanded beyond the scope of the original issue. 



Current Status: 

-  US-IFPP discussion in June 2014 centered on aircraft approach category (CAT) minimums and airport surfaces and infrastructure.

- RAPT consensus required to establish CATs, however this is now a national issue.
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12-01-299 Loss of CAT D Minimums (continued)

- Policy is being drafted by the FAA Airports Division to provide guidance to Airport District Office representatives when evaluating a RAPT request to establish new CATs at an airport.

- The NBAA request for Flight Standards to reissue a TIL from 2000 was discussed at the US-IFPP and it was decided the TIL would not be reissued since the FAA is currently in the process of developing and coordinating revised policy guidance.
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12-01-299 Loss of CAT D Minimums





		 Order 8260.3C, Paragraph 3-1-2a. 



a. Publication.

(1) Publish minimums for each approach category accommodated at the airport. 

Note:  The set of approach category minimums to publish is made on a case-by-case basis through the RAPT or by the appropriate DoD authority, and must accommodate the approach speed (straight-in and circling) of all aircraft expected to use the procedure. 

(2) Annotate the chart appropriately when one or more approach categories are not authorized. Publish minimums for each approach category except those not authorized (e.g., publish only CAT A and B straight-in minimums when CAT C and D are not authorized).

 

		AFS-400 memorandum dated December 4, 2014, was sent to all RAPT Chairpersons detailing requirements for established CAT C and D minimums.  
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Federal Aviation
Administration

Memorandum
Date: DEC 0 4 2014

To:  Chairpersons, Regional Airspace Procedures Team (RAPT):
Gerald Lynch (AIV- E24), Eastern, Great Lakes and Southern Regions
Christopher Southerland (AJV-C24), Central and Southwest Regions
Sam Shrimpton (AJV-W24), Alaska, Northwest Mountain and Western Pacific
Regions
From:  Bruce DeCleene, Manager, Flight Technologies and Procedures Division, AFS-400 /7

Subject: Inclusion of Aircraft Instrument Approach Categories C and D on Standard
Instrument Approach Procedures

The purpose of this memorandum is to clarify policy for the inclusion of aircraft instrument
approach categories C and D on instrument approach procedures.

Instrument approach minimums should be published for every category of aircraft expected
to operate at the airport. Excluding Cat C and D aircraft minima from an instrument
approach procedure forces those operators to fly visual approaches, which do not provide the
level of safety and repeatability afforded by the instrument approach. In some instances,
operators have been forced to fly non-directional beacon approaches instead of RNAV(GPS)
because the NDB approach included Cat C/D while the RNAV(GPS) was limited to Cat A
and B.

In some cases, airport design guidelines may preclude adding Category C or D minima to a
runway not already serving those aircraft. The Approach or Departure Reference Code
(APRC and DPRC) designation of the airport (see Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, Airport
Design) provide useful information concerning what aircraft may be able to operate safely at
the airport without additional airport infrastructure or operational mitigations (for example,
limitations on wingspan or restrictions on taxiway movement).

The FAA must work in cooperation with airport owners and sponsors to support instrument
flight procedures and runway access to all possible airports for the greatest number of users
and aircraft approach categories. The RAPT is the important mechanism to ensure this
coordination is successfully accomplished. In considering a proposed procedure, the RAPT
should respect an airport's request not to publish a given line of minima if in doing so it
would incur a new financial obligation or responsibility they are unable or unwilling to
accept. In these instances, the RAPT should document the rationale for any exclusions in the
RAPT meeting minutes.





If you have any questions please contact Danny Hamilton, Manager, Flight Procedures
Implementation and Oversight, at danny.e hamilton @faa.gov or (405) 954-9359.

=
AIV-0
AAS-001
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to the aircraft that use the airport. Tom showed the December 4, 2014 memo issued by AFS-400 
regarding approach category inclusion. Bruce McGray, AFS-410, suggested the FAA consider an 
outreach to regional carriers for more information. Tom advised there is guidance in Order 8260.3C 
pointing to the RAPT Order (8260.43), and that the RAPT Order is being revised to incorporate this 
guidance. 

Status: Rick suggested keeping issue open pending publication of Order 8260.3C, update of Order 
8260.43, and other related work being done regarding aircraft categories. Item Open:  AFS-420 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

MEETING 15-02: Tom Schneider, AFS-420, briefed we are awaiting publication of FAA Order 8260.3C. 
In addition, FAA Order 8260.43 (RAPT order) is being reworked by AFS-460. John Bordy, AFS-420, 
added that an AFS-400 policy memo is out directing to provide CAT C & D minimums as much as 
possible, but need to consider the impact on airport owners/sponsors (i.e., Would adding CATC and/or 
D minima incur any costs for them?). Lev Prichard, APA, inquired what was changing. John said the 
memo was done in conjunction with FAA Airports (ARP), to tell everyone the FAA wants CAT C & D 
minimums published as much as possible, adding that the RAPT needs to bring all parties together in 
the process when procedures are being approved. There are process guidelines currently in FAA Order 
8260.43 and since the order is under revision, changes must be anticipated. Bob Lamond, NBAA says 
he monitors all new procedures in the RAPT to ensure that if CAT C & D lines of minima are feasible, 
they are included, or challenge why they are not. The issue is when the airport does not want them and 
it is usually a perceived cost for infrastructure changes needed to support larger aircraft. He 
encourages all operators and organizations to participate in these RAPT discussions. Lev added it is 
operationally advantageous to have the higher minimums, and Bob agreed. Lev inquired if any 
consideration to adding one category higher if there is a circling approach. Tom said this had been 
talked about from operational, TERPS and airport standpoints, and all options are being considered. It 
appears that work on FAA Order 8260.43 is the best avenue, with the expanded guidance for when 
procedures are requested thru the IFP gateway and specified in the request. Lev inquired if an airport 
supports CAT C straight in, is there any reason CAT D circling would be restricted, and John thought 
not (infrastructure wise), just an extra evaluation for the circling. Tom added when CAT D is added, it 
would be interpreted that now CAT D aircraft can operate/land there. Bob said that is something the 
FAA needs to educate on and wishes the FAA airports division would emphasize to airport operators 
that these are two completely different issues. Rich and Bob will review any future changes to the 
Airport design Advisory Circular (for airport design and approach categories), to ensure when 
referencing approach categories a reference is made that a higher category may be required to support 
turbulence. 

Status:  Item Open:  AFS-420 (status of FAA Orders 8260.3C and 8260.43C). 

________________________________________________________________________________ 
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